n the substantial literature on the relationship between migration and earnings, an important ¿ nding has been that the earnings of married women typically decrease with a move, while the earnings of married men often increase with a move. This is consistent with the notion that married women are more likely to act as the "trailing spouse" or to be a "tied mover." This article considers a related but largely unexplored question: what is the effect of having an occupation that is associated with frequent migration on the migration decisions of a household as well as on the earnings of the spouse? And how do these effects differ between men and women?
There are three reasons to move beyond the previous analysis of household moves to studying the effect of occupational mobility on migration and earnings. First, the analysis of changes in employment and earnings of movers is only part of a broader discovery concerning the extent to which the earnings of husbands and wives are affected by the ability to move to or stay in optimal locations. Second, the existing literature relies on the comparison of movers to nonmovers. Even longitudinal comparisons will not completely eliminate the bias in this comparison because movers likely differ in their earnings growth, not just the level of premigration earnings. Third, the methods used in the literature often do not adequately adjust for occupational differences between men and women, so it is dif¿ cult to know whether the current ¿ ndings in the literature are the result of differences in jobs held by men and women, or rather are the result of differences in inÀ uence on location decisions. The question pursued in this article is, controlling for an individual's own occupation and the earnings potential in that occupation, how does the migration rate in a spouse's occupation affect one's own labor market outcomes?
This article uses the Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS) from the 2000 U.S. decennial census to calculate mobility measures by occupation and education class. Mobility is measured by the fraction of workers who, in the past ¿ ve years, have either (a) changed metropolitan area or (b) if in a nonmetropolitan area, changed Public Use Microdata Area (PUMA).
1 Using the sample of white, non-Hispanic married couples between the ages of 25 and 55 in the 2000 census, I perform migration and earnings analyses separately for four groups of couples: both have college degrees ("power couples"), only the husband has a college degree, only the wife has a college degree; and neither has a college degree. Results indicate that the mobility rates in both the husband's and wife's occupation affect the household migration decision, but mobility in the husband's occupation matters considerably more. Comparison analysis for never-married individuals indicates that among individuals with college degrees, never-married men and women are equally responsive to occupation mobility in their migration behavior.
The earnings analysis uses occupation ¿ xed-effects and average wage in occupationeducation class to control for substantial heterogeneity in earnings potential. For couples in which the husband has a college degree, the wife's mobility has no effect on the husband's earnings, regardless of the wife's education. However, the husband's mobility has a large, signi¿ cant negative effect on the wife's earnings. This negative effect does not exist for couples in which only the wife has a college degree.
LITERATURE REVIEW
Early work on household migration theorized that a household migrates if the total increase in household income exceeds the total costs of migration. As such, it is possible for a move to reduce one partner's earnings if the increase in the other partner's earnings is greater (Mincer 1978; Sandell 1977) . Because women have traditionally worked in lower-earning occupations that require less human capital investment, they have historically been less likely to realize large earnings gains or losses from moves. As a result, it stands to reason that location decisions are more often based on the husband's opportunities, with the wife often acting as a "tied mover" or "tied stayer."
A number of empirical papers have studied the differential effect of migration on labor market outcomes of wives and husbands (Astrom and Westerlund 2006; Bailey and Cooke 1998; Boyle et al. 1999 Boyle et al. , 2001 Boyle et al. , 2002 Clark and Huang 2006; Clark and Withers 2002; Cooke 2001 Cooke , 2003 Cooke and Bailey 1996; Cooke and Speirs 2005; Jacobsen and Levin 1997; LeClere and McLaughlin 1997; Morrison and Lichter 1988; Nivalainen 2004; Sandell 1977; Shauman and Noonan 2007; Shihadeh 1991; Spitze 1984) . Most have found that migrating wives experience more negative labor market effects than migrating husbands (for an exception, see Cooke and Bailey 1996) . Several studies have found that the negative effects of migration on wives' employment dissipate within a few years (e.g., Clark and Withers 2002; Spitze 1984) . Recent studies have found that the size of the migration effect varies by the mother's characteristics and migration context. For example, Cooke (2001) found that while nonmothers experience extremely short-lived reductions in employment from migration, the employment impacts of migration are much larger and enduring for married women with children. Bailey and Cooke (1998) found that the nature of immigration matters. Married women experience smaller negative effects from return migration to a previous location, and therefore previously established social networks, than from migration to a new location.
A number of authors (e.g., Bielby and Bielby 1992; Shihadeh 1991) have argued that the symmetry of the neoclassical model of migration-that the household will move for an increase in total income, regardless of whether it is attributable to the husband or wife-does not adequately explain the ¿ ndings of employment and earnings disruptions for migrating wives. They have argued, instead, that decisions based on traditionally accepted gender roles-in which the husband's career considerations dominate, regardless of the net change in household income-are more consistent with the empirical evidence.
Several studies have tested whether the husband's and wife's expected income gains receive equal weight in the migration decision. Jacobsen and Levin (2000) estimated predicted returns to migration for both the husband and wife. They found that couples are equally responsive to the husband's and wife's predicted gain. Rabe (2006) performed a similar analysis on British data, incorporating corrections for selection into migration and employment. She also found that couples put equal weight on each partner's expected wage gain in the migration decision. Jurges (2006) separated German couples into traditional and egalitarian couples, based on the division of housework on Sundays. He found that among the traditional couples, the husband's education predicts migration, but the wife's does not. Among egalitarian couples, however, education of both partners factor equally into the migration decision. These studies predominantly support Mincer's neoclassical model of migration.
A more mixed set of results has emerged from related studies that investigate whether the negative migration effect is reduced for wives with greater earnings potential. Bailey and Cooke (1998) found that the negative migration effect is eliminated for highly educated married women without children. Boyle et al. (1999) categorized couples as male-or femaledominated, based on which member has the higher-status occupation. They found a negative migration effect even for wives in the female-dominated marriages. Cooke (2003) found that even for cases in which the wife contributes a higher fraction of household earnings, migration is typically associated with an earnings increase for men yet no improvement for women. The fact that several studies found that migration harms even wives with high earnings potential suggests that gender roles play a role in household-location decisions.
In the debate between the human capital and gender role models of household migration, the empirical evidence is, therefore, mixed. Although one could say that a particular set of results is more consistent with one model or the other, empirical challenges make it dif¿ cult to argue that any particular study de¿ nitively rejects either model. Studies of the effect of migration on the labor market outcomes of husbands and wives face several empirical dif¿ culties. The most fundamental issue is that migrants differ from nonmigrants in ways that make the cross-sectional comparison of migrants and nonmigrants problematic. Some studies have used longitudinal data to control for earnings or employment prior to migration (Clark and Huang 2006; Cooke 2001 Cooke , 2003 Jacobsen and Levin 1997) . There are still, however, realistic sources of bias in these studies. For example, if husbands and wives are in different occupations with different career paths and earnings trajectories, a control for premigration earnings will not suf¿ ciently control for differences in earnings potential. Another concern is that the wife's employment and earnings prior to migration may reÀ ect a response to a negative labor market shock to the husband. It is this negative labor market event that induces the migration, but the wife's exit from the labor force after the move is a response to the rebound in her husband's income, rather than an effect of the move itself.
The approach taken in this article is quite different from most of the previous literature because the analysis does not estimate the effect of migration on labor market outcomes. Instead, this study asks whether a wife with a given occupation (in other words, controlling for occupation ¿ xed effects) typically has earnings that are above or below average for her occupation and education level if her husband works in an occupation with a high migration rate. These results are then compared with those estimating the effect of the wife's occupational migration rate on her husband's earnings. The analysis in this article, therefore, does not compare migrants with nonmigrants. Instead, it asks whether having a spouse in an occupation with a high mobility rate is advantageous or disadvantageous to labor market earnings, with comparisons made within narrowly de¿ ned occupation and education groups to avoid bias attributable to unobserved differences in earnings potential. This approach, as will be discussed in greater detail later in this article, is still subject to criticism to the extent that choice of occupation is endogenous to household earnings. On the other hand, this approach avoids many of the empirical challenges in the existing literature on migration outcomes. Duncan and Perrucci (1976) and Shauman and Noonan (2007) also incorporated occupation-speci¿ c migration rates, estimated from census data, into their analyses. It is, therefore, worthwhile to discuss the similarities between those studies and the current one. Duncan and Perrucci (1976) , using a small sample of white, married, female college graduates in the 1960s, estimated the effect of occupation-speci¿ c migration rates on the probability that a couple will migrate. They found that the husband's occupation migration rate has a positive effect, and that the wife's occupation migration rate has a negative effect, on the probability that the couple migrates. (This analysis is similar to that performed in Table 4 of the current study.) Shauman and Noonan (2007) used the Panel Study of Income Dynamics to estimate the effects of migration on employment or earnings, allowing the effect of migration to vary by gender. They found that adding controls for occupationspeci¿ c characteristics, such as the occupation-speci¿ c migration rate, does not reduce the differentially negative effect of migration on the employment and earnings of wives. Unlike the current study, their study did not consider the effect of spouse's occupational characteristics on own earnings.
The studies discussed in this review typically included linear controls for educational attainment, but they did not allow the effects of migration to vary by education. There is evidence, however, of a substantially different relationship between migration and employment for workers with high levels of education than for those with low education. Highly educated workers are more likely to move as a form of career advancement, tending to move with a job in hand. Workers with lower education levels tend to move in response to a negative shock to their local labor market, moving to a better labor market to search for a job (Basker 2003) . This suggests that the relationship between migration and labor market outcomes for married individuals will likely vary by education level. Unfortunately, much of the previous literature does not allow for this possibility.
The analysis in this article separates couples based on educational attainment. The primary focus is on workers with college degrees-those for whom location choices are more likely important for career advancement. Another set of studies has focused on the location decisions of "power couples" (couples in which both spouses have a college degree). Costa and Kahn (2000) argued that power couples have increasingly located in urban areas because of the increased prevalence of dual-career households and the resulting co-location problem. Compton and Pollak (2007) performed analysis that strongly suggests that the urban concentration noted by Costa and Kahn results from the attractiveness of urban areas to highly educated individuals and from fact that they match and marry at higher rates in urban areas, rather than because they relocate to urban areas as power couples. Interestingly, Compton and Pollak found that only the education of the husband matters in the location decision. Irrespective of wife's education, couples in which the husband has a college degree disproportionately locate in larger urban areas. Like Compton and Pollak, I ¿ nd the results for power couples to be very similar to couples in which only the husband has a college degree.
DATA Occupation Characteristics
The data used in this article are the Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS) from the 2000 decennial census. Workers are classi¿ ed into occupation and education classes using the 504 civilian occupation categories in the 2000 census and 8 education classi¿ cations: less than 9th grade, some high school, high school diploma, some college, bachelor's degree, master's degree, professional degree, and doctoral degree.
Two samples are used to generate the data for analysis. The ¿ rst sample is used to calculate the migration rates and average wages by occupation-education class. These are calculated using the sample of all workers ages 25-55; who resided in the United States in 1995; and for whom occupation, education, and migration status are not allocated. The second sample is the regression sample of white, non-Hispanic married couples described in more detail in the next section.
The 2000 PUMS reports state of residence and Public Use Microdata Area (PUMA) of residence in both 1995 and 2000. A PUMA is a geographic area populated with at least 100,000 people that respects state (but not county) boundaries. Within urban areas, it is smaller than a county; in nonmetropolitan areas, it is typically a county or a group of counties. If the PUMA is entirely contained within metropolitan statistical area (MSA) boundaries, the MSA of residence is identi¿ ed. For this article, a person is a migrant if in the past ¿ ve years, either (a) changed metropolitan area; or (b) if in a nonmetropolitan area, moved to a different PUMA. This is similar to the migration de¿ nition used by Shauman and Noonan (2007) . The one limitation of this de¿ nition of migration is that for individuals residing in a PUMA that crosses MSA lines, the data do not identify whether they reside in the metropolitan or nonmetropolitan part of the PUMA. Therefore, one cannot correctly identify their migration status. For this reason, individuals in these PUMAs are excluded from the migration rate calculations.
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Migration rates and average wages are calculated by occupation and education category, using all workers ages 25-55.
3 Table 1 reports the averages of these occupation-and education-speci¿ c measures for the white, non-Hispanic married couples in the regression sample. Consistent with the migration literature, Table 1 shows that migration rates increase with education. The table also shows that among workers with less than a college degree, women and men are in occupations with similar migration rates. Among workers 2. I could simply label these individuals as "nonmetropolitan" and determine whether they had changed PUMA. However, this would mistakenly classify many residential moves within a metropolitan area as a migration. Alternatively, treating all individuals in these PUMAs as metropolitan-area residents would require extensive hand-coding of the data using census maps because there is no link in the PUMS data between these PUMA codes and the MSA with which they overlap. Additional analysis was performed using a state-based de¿ nition of migration, which avoids this loss of sample. The results were quite similar to those presented here, thus making fairly certain that this reduction in sample has little effect on the results.
3. The wage measure is calculated by dividing earnings in 1999 by hours worked in 1999. Hours worked is obtained by multiplying the reported average hours per week by the total weeks worked in 1999. Average wages are computed only among those workers with hourly wages between $3 and $300. Notes: Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations. Th e sample is non-Hispanic, white, native-born married couples from the 2000 census with both partners ages 25-55, reporting civilian occupations for last job worked in the past fi ve years (excluded if one or both partners was not employed in the past fi ve years). Mobility and wage rates are calculated using all workers ages 25-55 in occupation and education group, using the 504 civilian occupation categories in the 2000 census and eight education categories: no high school, some high school, high school diploma, some college, college degree, master's degree, professional degree, and doctoral degree. Migration rate is the fraction of workers who, in the past fi ve years, either (1) changed metropolitan area or (2) if in a nonmetropolitan area, changed PUMA. Wage rate is the average wage of workers with wages between $3 and $300 per hour.
with at least a college degree, women are disproportionately in occupations with lower rates of migration. Table 1 also reports the correlation between the occupation-education-speci¿ c migration rate and the occupation-education-speci¿ c wage rate. Among workers with less than a high school diploma, occupations with higher migration rates tend to have lower wages, but the correlation is positive for workers with more education. This indicates differences in migration behavior between high-education and low-education workers, which have been documented in the migration literature. Skilled workers tend to migrate with a job in hand, and unskilled workers tend to migrate from areas with weak labor markets to areas with strong labor markets to search for a job, often after losing a job. Therefore, lowskilled occupations with high migration rates tend to be those occupied by workers who have experienced some sort of job displacement and/or those jobs that are easy to acquire after of a move. Table 2 lists the most common occupations with the high and low migration rates for three education categories: college degree or more, high school diploma, and less than high school diploma. For workers with at least a college degree, high-mobility occupations-such as clergy, pilots, physicians, postsecondary teachers, marketing and sales managers, and scientists-are ones in which migration is generally important for career advancement. For several of these occupations-such as clergy, physician, and postsecondary teacher-there is an important relocation from the place where training is received (divinity degree, residency, and doctoral degree, respectively) to the ¿ rst job. The degree of geographic À exibility in that initial location decision can be important to career advancement. In contrast, for those with a college degree or more in many of the low-mobility occupations-such as school teacher, insurance sales agent, and real estate agent-earnings increase by maintaining tenure in a single location, allowing a person to work his or her way up a pay scale or to establish a reputation and client base.
For members of the regression sample with a high school diploma, the high-mobility occupations are a mix of occupations in which relocation is a means of career advancement (e.g., aircraft mechanic and computer software engineer) and occupations in which it is not (e.g., cook, waitress/waiter, and bartender). For this latter set of jobs, it is highly unlikely the worker is migrating with a job in hand. Rather, these are jobs that a person, without a college degree, who has chosen to relocate (e.g., due to poor labor market opportunities in their previous location) can ¿ nd with relative ease.
Among workers with less than a high school diploma, the most common of the highmobility occupations-waiter/waitress, cashier, retail salesperson, construction laborer, and stock clerk-are low-skilled and low-investment entry-level occupations with substantial employee turnover. These are, therefore, the most easily available jobs to migrating lowskilled workers, or to any entrant to a low-skilled labor market.
Regression Sample
The regression analysis in this article uses the sample from the 2000 census of married couples in which both the husband and wife are non-Hispanic, white, and native-born; are ages 25-55; and lived in the United States in 1995. The census asks individuals to report the occupation of the last job worked in the past ¿ ve years. Only couples with reported occupations for both members are included in the sample. Therefore, couples in which at least one member exhibits substantial detachment from the labor market (no employment in the past ¿ ve years) are excluded from the analysis. Couples that include a member of the military are excluded from the sample, as are couples in which marital status, education, occupation, earnings, or migration status are allocated for either partner.
In the regression analysis, couples are divided into four groups: both have a college degree (power couples), only husband has a college degree (husband-only couples), only wife has a college degree (wife-only couples), and neither has a college degree (neithercollege couples). Couples are strati¿ ed by educational attainment because the relationship between migration and earnings differs by education. Location choices are more likely important for career advancement for workers with college degrees. Of all married couples with both members ages 25-55, 39.4% have at least one member with a college degree, and 18.6% are power couples. The percentages are higher in the regression sample (45.0% and 22.1%, respectively), largely because the sample is restricted to non-Hispanic white couples. Couples with nonwhite or Hispanic members are excluded from the analysis so that the samples are as homogenous as possible within educational grouping. Of married couples ages 25-55 in which at least one member has a college degree, 80.4% are non-Hispanic white.
4 Table 3 reports sample means for each of these four categories of couples. A few striking patterns are notable. One is, of course, the difference in migration rates between high-and low-education couples that are also observed in Table 1 . Another is that the college-educated men in power couples have higher-earning, higher-mobility occupations than the collegeeducated men in husband-only couples, and the college-educated women in power couples also have higher-earning, higher-mobility occupations than college-educated women in wife-only couples. This is consistent with positive assortative matching in which men with high earnings potential marry women with high earnings potential. As a result, the husbands in power couples have higher average earnings than those in husband-only couples, and the same is true for wives in power couples compared with those in wife-only couples.
It might be somewhat surprising that there are just as many wife-only couples as husband-only couples, but researchers have documented that it is now just as common for men to marry women with more education as it is for them to marry women with less education (Schwartz and Mare 2005) . This is attributable, in part, to the fact that high school and college completion rates are now higher for women than for men. As might be expected, the wife-only couples are, on average, the youngest in the sample. Comparatively, the husband-only couples are, on average, the oldest in the sample.
The empirical speci¿ cations in this article treat spouse's occupation as exogenous. This is, of course, a strong assumption, and it can be violated in a number of ways. One would be that particularly career-oriented individuals strategically chose partners in occupations with fewer career demands, thus generating negative assortative matching. Alternatively, if there is positive assortative matching, career-oriented individuals will match Notes: Th e sample is as described in the notes of Table 1 . Th e calculation of migration rate and average wage in occupationeducation groups is also described in the notes of Table 1 . Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations.
with individuals who are also in higher-paying, higher-mobility occupations.
5 Finally, individuals could change occupations during marriage in response to their partner's success. For example, an artist with a low-earning spouse might take on alternative employment to supplement household income.
The earnings analysis in this article includes own-occupation ¿ xed-effects, so that the selective matching described in the preceding paragraph must take place within occupation and education class in order to be problematic. Even so, unobserved heterogeneity must be considered when interpreting the results in this article.
EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS
The empirical analysis proceeds in two parts. The ¿ rst part estimates the effect of the migration rate in occupation-education class on an individual's or a couple's migration behavior. A key component of this analysis is to compare the effect of occupational mobility on migration for married men and women with that for unmarried men and women. The second part of the analysis estimates the effect of the migration rate in spouse's occupationeducation class on labor market outcomes. The analysis focuses on the effect on the earnings of workers, but also considers the effects on employment.
Migration Analysis
This section estimates the effect of migration rates in the husband's and wife's occupations on couple migration activity, using the same metropolitan area based de¿ nition of migration that was used to calculate the occupation-speci¿ c mobility rates. Table 4 reports results from the following logit model: 
where M is an indicator variable for migration in the past ¿ ve years for couple c with husband's occupation-education class h and wife's occupation-education class w living in state s. Husb_Mob is the migration rate in the husband's occupation-education classi¿ cation; Wife_Mob is the migration rate in wife's occupation-education classi¿ cation; Husb_Wage is the logarithm of the average wage in husband's occupation-education classi¿ cation; and Wife_Wage is the logarithm of the average wage in wife's occupation-education classi¿ cation. To be clear, the wage measures are averages over all workers in the individuals' occupation-education group, and not the individual's own wage. X is a vector of demographic controls that includes the husband's age and age squared, the wife's age and age squared, presence of children younger than 18, presence of children younger than 6, indicators for husband's and wife's education level (less than high school, some high school, high school diploma, some college, college degree, master's degree, professional degree, or doctoral degree), and interactions of the education indicators with age.
6 State is a vector of state ¿ xed-effects, and State × Urban interacts the state ¿ xed effects with an indicator for urban residence. These ¿ xed effects control for differences in migration rates across states and between urban and non-urban areas within states. 5. For men with less than a high school diploma, correlation of own occupation mobility and spouse's occupation mobility is .05. For men with a high school diploma and men with a college degree, the correlations are .17 and .10, respectively. For men with more than a college degree, the correlation is .17.
6. Clearly, some of the education indicators will drop out when the sample is restricted to a particular couple group.
7. This effectively consolidates all metropolitan areas of each state into one ¿ xed effect. Alternatively, the speci¿ cation could include MSA ¿ xed-effects and state ¿ xed-effects for the nonmetropolitan areas of each state. This generates a prohibitive number of ¿ xed-effects, particularly for the analysis in Tables 6-9. The logit model in Eq. (1) is estimated on the sample described in Table 3 , excluding two groups. Because the census does not record the year of marriage, one cannot con¿ rm that a migration in the ¿ ve years prior to the census was made as a couple. It is possible that the two individuals migrated independently, and then met and married. Following Cooke and Speirs (2005) , couples that did not reside in the same PUMA in 1995 are, therefore, excluded from the analysis. This excludes 7.5% of the sample. Additionally, as discussed earlier, the census does not identify the MSA of residence for those couples residing in a PUMA that crosses an MSA boundary. Because I cannot correctly measure migration for residents of these cross-boundary PUMAs, I remove them from the analysis. This excludes an additional 10.5% of the sample. 8 The ¿ rst two rows of Table 4 report average marginal effects for Husb_Mob and Wife_Mob, for each of the four groups of couples, using estimates from Eq. (1). Standard errors are obtained using multiway clustering on both husband's and wife's occupationeducation groupings, using the method developed by Cameron, Gelbach, and Miller (2007) . Standard errors for the marginal effects are calculated using the delta method. For all four groups of couples, both the husband's and the wife's occupation-speci¿ c mobility rates are positively related to the couple's own migration propensity, but the effect of the husband's mobility is considerably larger. In all four cases, the difference in the marginal effects of the husband's and wife's occupational mobility is statistically signi¿ cant at better than the 0.1% level.
These results indicate that the emphasis on the husband's opportunities that has been observed in other studies of migration is not just the result of men and women having different occupations with different mobility requirements. An occupation with a higher rate 8. Additional analysis was performed by using a state-based de¿ nition of migration, which avoids this loss of sample. The results were quite similar to those presented here. Notes: Th e sample is the same as described in Table 1 with the exclusion of couples who (1) did not live in the same PUMA in 1995 or (2) lived in an unidentifi ed MSA area in 1995 or 2000. Th e table reports average marginal eff ects from the logit model described in Eq. (1), in which the dependent variable is an indicator for migration in the past fi ve years. Th e measurement of migration, explanatory variables, and couple groupings are described in notes of Tables 1 and 3 . Th e model includes controls for the husband's age and age squared, the wife's age and age squared, presence of children younger than 18, presence of children younger than 6, indicators for the husband's and the wife's education level (less than high school, some high school, high school diploma, some college, college degree, master's degree, professional degree, or doctoral degree), interactions of the education indicators with age, and state fi xed-eff ects and state-urban fi xed-eff ects. Standard errors for average marginal eff ects (shown in parentheses) are calculated using the delta method and with multiway clustering on both the husband's and the wife's occupation-education groupings, using method of Cameron, Gelbach, and Miller (2007) . *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 of migration for either member of the household will increase the probability the couple migrates, but more so when it is the husband's occupation than when it is the wife's. Interestingly, the average marginal effects are relatively similar in size across all four groups of couples. To illustrate the magnitude of the effect, an increase by 1 standard deviation (0.058) in husband's occupational mobility for a power couple increases the probability of migration of the power couple, on average, by 3.9 percentage points. The baseline migration rate for power couples is 19.3%.
The ¿ nal two rows of Table 4 report average marginal effects of Husb_Wage and Wife_Wage. For all but the wife-only couples, a higher wage in the husband's occupation increases the probability of migration, and a higher wage in the wife's occupation lowers it. For the couples in which only the wife has a college degree, the effects are reversed. The wife's occupational wage has a positive effect on migration, and husband's occupational wage has no effect.
Migration Analysis: Never-Married Versus Married
The results in Table 4 show that husband's and wife's occupational mobility rates do not have equal effects on the couple's migration decisions. This could indicate that the husband's and the wife's careers do not receive equal weight in household decisions. But, these results could also indicate that men and women have different preferences with respect to migration and careers. It could be that women are generally less responsive to migration opportunities in their occupation. To further address this issue, Table 5 provides estimates of the effect of occupational mobility on migration behavior for never-married individuals.
The ¿ rst row of Table 5 reports results for never-married, white, non-Hispanic, nativeborn individuals, ages 25-55, who meet the same sample selection requirements as the married couples sample. The table reports results from the following logit model:
where M remains an indicator for migration in the previous ¿ ve years for person i in occupation o in state s, Own_Mob is the migration rate in the individual's occupation-education classi¿ cation, and Own_Wage is the average wage in the individual's occupation-education classi¿ cation. X contains the same individual controls for education, age, and presence of children as described earlier for Eq. (1), excluding, of course, the controls for spouse's demographic characteristics.
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Average marginal effects of Own_Mob are reported in the ¿ rst row of Table 5 for never-married men and women with and without a college degree. The results indicate that among those with at least a college degree, never-married men and never-married women are equally-and highly-responsive to occupational mobility in their migration behavior.
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Among never-married individuals with less than a college degree, the migration behavior of women is less responsive to occupational mobility than the migration behavior of men.
The second and third rows of Table 5 report estimates from Eq. (2) for the sample of married individuals. The speci¿ cation in the second row is identical to the one used for unmarried individuals in the ¿ rst row, and the third row adds controls for spouse's 9. Because the "own children in household" variable is reported only for women, the controls for presence of children are omitted in the models for unmarried men. This is unlikely to generate much bias in the results for unmarried men. Further, the results in Table 5 change only modestly when the controls for children are omitted from all models.
10. This ¿ nding is similar to that of Jurges (2006) , who found no gender differences in the determinants of migration among single men and women in Germany.
characteristics.
11 For all groups, the marginal effects of occupational mobility are lower for married individuals than for never-married individuals. It is noteworthy, however, that the change is the most precipitous for college-educated women. The ¿ nal row of Table  5 generates the same ¿ ndings as those reported in Table 4 : a substantially larger effect of the husband's mobility on a married couple's migration than the wife's mobility, and very similar effects across education categories. The results in Table 5 , however, indicate that this asymmetry is unique to marriage and is not due to underlying differences in the migration behavior of college-educated men and women. Such asymmetry could result from an effect of marriage on college-educated women, or selection into marriage by less career-oriented women. In contrast, the results for low-education women indicate a lower baseline mobility among never-married women compared with men.
Earnings Analysis
This section analyzes the relationship between an individual's own earnings and the occupation-speci¿ c migration rate of the spouse. The sample is that described in Table 3 , but only including those couples in which both members have positive earnings in 1999. 
where Earn is the logarithm of total earnings in 1999 for person i in occupation-education classi¿ cation o with spouse's occupation-education classi¿ cation p living in state s. Total earnings are the sum of reported wage and salary earnings and self-employment earnings 11. The speci¿ cation used to produce the results in the third row of Table 5 is identical to that used in Table  4 , except that the estimates are pooled across spouse's education; and in Table 4 , they are estimated separately based on the spouse's education. Notes: Th e table reports average marginal eff ects of mobility in occupation-education class from the logit model described in Eq. (2), which includes controls for average wage in occupation-education class, age and age squared, presence of children younger than 18, presence of children younger than 6, education level (less than high school, some high school, high school diploma, some college, college degree, master's degree, professional degree, or doctoral degree), interactions of the education indicators with age, state fi xed-eff ects, and state-urban fi xed-eff ects. In the last row, controls for spouse's occupational and demographic characteristics are also included. Standard errors are shown in parentheses.
in 1999. Own_Mob is the migration rate in the individual's occupation-education classi¿ -cation, and Spouse_Mob is the migration rate in his or her spouse's occupation-education classi¿ cation. Similarly, Own_Wage and Spouse_Wage are the average wages in the own and spouse occupation-education classi¿ cations. X contains the same controls for age, education, and children as de¿ ned earlier for Eq. (1). Occupation is a vector of occupation ¿ xed-effects for the 504 occupation categories. State and State × Urban are state and state-urban ¿ xed-effects as de¿ ned earlier for Eq. (1).
Including occupation ¿ xed-effects and the average wage within the individual's occupation-education classi¿ cation controls for an enormous amount of heterogeneity in the individual's earnings potential. I am primarily interested in G 2 (the effect of the spouse's mobility) rather than G 1 (the effect of own mobility). With the occupation ¿ xed effects, G 1 is identi¿ ed only by the variation in mobility across different education groups within occupation, which makes it dif¿ cult to interpret. The coef¿ cient on spouse's mobility, G 2 , indicates whether higher occupational mobility for the spouse is associated with earnings that are above average or below average for an individual's occupation.
The estimates of G 2 from Eq. (3) are reported for the full sample of married couples in the ¿ rst column of Table 6 . Standard errors are clustered by spouse's occupation-education group. The ¿ rst coef¿ cient of 0.029 indicates that among power couples, the wife's mobility has a small and insigni¿ cant effect on husband's earnings. The second coef¿ cient, -1.01, indicates that among power couples, the husband's mobility has a sizeable and statistically signi¿ cant negative effect on wife's earnings. The magnitude is such that if the husband's occupational mobility is 1 standard deviation (0.058) higher, this reduces the wife's earnings by 5.9%. The results for couples in which only the husband has a college degree are nearly identical to those for power couples. For both power couples and husband-only couples, the difference in the G 2 coef¿ cients in the husband's and the wife's equations is signi¿ cant at better than the 0.1% level. These ¿ ndings are consistent with the case in which having a husband in a high-migration occupation increases the likelihood that the wife will be disadvantaged by the household's location. The ¿ ndings likewise suggest that a more-mobile wife does not generally generate disadvantageous location decisions for the husband.
Because the variation in spouse's occupation (even within occupation and couple group) is not strictly exogenous, alternative interpretations are also possible. The large negative effect of a husband's mobility on his wife's earnings could reÀ ect the fact that men in highly mobile careers seek out wives with less career ambition and lower earnings. However, if this selective matching occurs largely based on occupation, so that careeroriented and mobile men seek out wives who are (for example) elementary school teachers, the occupation ¿ xed-effects will control for this effect. The analysis in Table 6 measures the effect of husband's mobility on wives within the same occupation and education group, comparing (for example) female elementary school teachers married to high-mobility husbands with elementary school teachers married to low-mobility husbands. Additionally, the matching on observables suggest positive, rather than negative, assortative matching. For power couples, there is a positive correlation between the husband's and the wife's occupational mobility (.17), between the husband's and the wife's occupational wage (.22) , and between the husband's earnings and the wife's earnings (.14). This suggests that at least based on observable variables, men who are more career-oriented tend to marry women who are more career-oriented.
The results differ dramatically when considering couples in which only the wife has a college degree. The negative effect of the husband's mobility on the wife's earnings is much smaller and insigni¿ cant compared with couples in which the husband has a college degree. Among the wife-only couples, there is no signi¿ cant difference in the coef¿ cients in the husband's and the wife's equations. It does not appear that these women are disadvantaged in their location choice by their husband's occupational mobility. This could indicate that these marriages are more egalitarian. It could also be that the earnings differ less by location for the low-education husbands in these marriages, thus reducing the probability that the wife will be a tied mover or a tied stayer.
The results for couples in which neither member has a college degree are quite different from the rest of the sample. The coef¿ cient on the wife's mobility in the husband's regression is negative and signi¿ cant, but there is no effect of the husband's mobility on the wife's earnings. Although one interpretation would be that in low-education couples, men experience disadvantageous location choices, a look at the high-mobility occupations for low-education women (listed in Table 2 ) suggests an alternative interpretation. Given that the high-mobility jobs for low-education women tend to be jobs as waitresses, retail salespersons, and cashiers, a reasonable interpretation is that the below-average earnings of the husband cause low-skilled wives to take jobs in these low-skilled occupations, either with or without a relocation, to supplement household income. Notes: Th e sample is as described in Table 1 , excluding couples in which either partner is without earnings in 1999. Dependent variable is the logarithm of own earnings in 1999. Th e table reports estimates of G 2 from Eq. (3), which is the coeffi cient on the migration rate in the spouse's occupationeducation group. Measurement of explanatory variables and couple groupings are described in the notes of Tables 1 and 3 . Regressions include the same controls listed in the notes of Table 4 , with the addition of occupation fi xed-eff ects. Standard errors, shown in parentheses, are clustered by spouse's occupation-education group. ***p < .001
The remaining two columns of Table 6 estimate Eq. (3) separately for couples with and without children under the age of 18. For all four of the couple groups, the negative effects of the husband's mobility on the wife's earnings are more pronounced in couples with children under the age of 18. The differences in effects for mothers and nonmothers are statistically signi¿ cant at the 5% level for all but the wife-only couples. These results are similar to those of Cooke (2001) , who found that the negative effects of migration on employment are stronger and of longer duration for mothers than nonmothers. These results could indicate that couples with young children are particularly likely to place more weight on the husband's career in making location choices. Alternatively, the weights may not change, but it may be that nonoptimal location choices are even more costly to mothers because, for example, they disrupt childcare arrangements.
The remaining analysis in the article considers three extensions of the earnings results displayed in Table 6 . The ¿ rst extension is to further differentiate power couples based on whether one or both spouses have an advanced degree. These results are reported in Table 7 . The second extension considers that the analysis in Table 6 is limited to dual-earning couples, which ignores the fact that some individuals might not be employed because of the couple's location choices. Analysis of non-earners is, therefore, presented in Table 8 . Finally, the earnings analysis in Tables 6-8 does not make any use of information regarding whether a couple has actually migrated-only what the migration rate is in the husband's and the wife's occupation. Table 9 reports earnings results separately by migration status.
Super Power Couples
An interesting extension of the analysis in Table 6 is to further differentiate power couples based on whether one or both of the spouses have an advanced degree. Presumably, this might further re¿ ne the sample to workers who are more likely to be career-oriented and for whom location is a factor in career advancement and earnings. Using only the sample of dual-earner power couples from Table 6, Table 7 reports earnings results for "super power" couples (both have an advanced degree), couples in which only the husband has an advanced degree, and couples in which only the wife has an advanced degree. Couples in which either member has less than a college degree are excluded from Table 7 . The results in Table 7 strongly resemble those in Table 6 . For couples in which the husband has an advanced degree (regardless of whether the wife does), the wife experiences large, signi¿ -cant negative effects of husband's mobility. This negative effect is substantially reduced for couples in which only the wife has an advanced degree. For all three types of couples, the G 2 coef¿ cients in the husband's and wife's equations are statistically different at better than the 5% level. For all three types of couples, the negative effects are also larger for women with young children, although the difference is again not statistically signi¿ cant for wife-only couples.
Interestingly, 33% of wives in super power couples are employed in primary or secondary education, as are 37% of wives in wife-only advanced degree couples. This is a result of the high proportion of college-educated women who work in primary or secondary education, and the strong incentives for public school teachers to obtain a master's degree in education to move up on the school district pay schedule. As a sensitivity test, I reassigned all observations in Table 7 with an advanced degree and employment in primary or secondary education to an education level of college degree. This had a very modest effect on the results. 12. Reassigning teachers with advanced degrees changes the coef¿ cient in the women's regressions from -1.16 to -0.98 for super power couples, from -1.36 to -1.38 for husband-only couples, and from -0.408 to -0.355 for wife-only couples.
Analysis of Non-Earners
The analyses in Tables 6 and 7 are conducted only on the sample of couples in which both members have positive earnings in 1999. One concern could be that by focusing only on earners, this analysis understates the full effect on labor market outcomes. A disadvantageous labor market location could cause individuals to become unemployed or drop out of the labor market entirely. The analysis in Table 8 includes both earners and non-earners, as long as they have worked a job in the past ¿ ve years. I do not have information on occupation for those who have not worked in the past ¿ ve years. The model used in Table 8 estimates whether having a spouse in a high-mobility occupation makes one more likely to be a non-earner (and therefore to be omitted from the analyses in Tables 6 and 7) .
The dependent variable is an indicator that equals 1 if earnings in 1999 are less than or equal to zero. 13 The very large number of occupational ¿ xed-effects in this model becomes prohibitive in the estimation of a logit model, so a linear probability model is used instead:
13. The vast majority of the non-earners have zero earnings, but about 20% of the men and 4% of the women report negative earnings from self-employment. Removing these individuals from the analysis has a very minor effect on the results. Notes: Th e sample is restricted to the dual-earner power couples used in the fi rst row of Table 6 . Super power couples are those in which both members have an advanced degree (master's, professional, or doctorate). Th e model is the same earnings regression estimated in Table 6 . Standard errors, shown in parentheses, are clustered by spouse's occupation-education group. *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
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The right side of Eq. (4) is the same as that used in Eq. (3) earlier.
Eq. (4) is estimated for all the education groups used in Tables 6 and 7 . The results, reported in Table 8, are very consistent with the earnings results from Tables 6 and 7 . Women are consistently more likely to be non-earners if they are married to men with high occupational migration rates. The only exceptions continue to be women who are more highly educated than their husbands. In contrast, the effects of wives' occupational migration rates on husbands are extremely small. The differences in the coef¿ cient estimates from the husband's and the wife's equations are statistically signi¿ cant at better than the 1% level for all but the couples in which only the wife has a college degree or an advanced degree. These results, therefore, suggest that the negative effects on wives of college-educated Notes: Th e sample is as described in Table 1 . Numbers in parentheses are standard errors. Couple groupings are the same used in Tables 6 and 7 . Th e table reports results from linear probability model described in Eq. (4). Binary dependent variable equals 1 if an individual has no earnings in 1999. Th e table reports the coeffi cient on the migration rate in spouse's occupation-education group. Controls are the same as those used in Tables 6 and 7 . Standard errors, shown in parentheses, are clustered on spouse's occupation-education group. ***p < .001 husbands reported in Tables 6 and 7 are conservative estimates. The wives that are affected to the extent that they become non-earners are not included in those estimates. Table 9 estimates the earnings speci¿ cation from Eq. (3) separately for those who have migrated in the past ¿ ve years and those who have not. If a couple has migrated, controlling for an individual's characteristics and their occupation, higher mobility in their spouse's occupation increases the odds that the move was motivated by job considerations for their spouse. It is therefore reasonable to expect that the coef¿ cient estimates for the migration sample in the ¿ rst column of Table 9 should be more negative than those for the nonmigration sample in the second column. This is true in all cases, although the difference in effects between migrants and nonmigrants is statistically signi¿ cant only for husbands and wives in power couples and for wives in husband-only and wife-only couples.
Earnings Analysis by Migration Status

The Importance of Husband's Education
The most strikingly consistent ¿ nding in Tables 6-9 is the dominant importance of the husband's education. For every model reported in Tables 6, 8 , and 9, there is no statistically signi¿ cant difference in the effect of the husband's mobility on the wife's earnings between power couples and couples in which only the husband has a college degree. The fact that among couples with college-educated husbands, the wife's education level plays so little a role in determining the extent to which she is disadvantaged by location choices is dif¿ cult to explain with the neoclassical model of location choice.
In Table 7 , there is no statistically signi¿ cant difference in the effect of the husband's mobility on the wife's earnings between super power couples and couples in which only the husband has an advanced degree. This indicates, again, that if the husband has an advanced degree, the wife will be disadvantaged by her husband's mobility, regardless of whether she has an advanced degree. There is, however, a statistically signi¿ cant difference between these two groups in the analysis of non-earners in Table 8 .
The results indicate that if the wife is more highly educated than the husband, she is much less likely to be disadvantaged by the mobility of her husband's occupation. For all the results for wife-only college degree couples in Tables 6-9, there is no statistically signi¿ cant difference in the G 2 coef¿ cients in the husband's and the wife's regressions. This indicates that in couples in which only the wife has a college degree, there is no asymmetry in how the two members are affected by their spouse's mobility. Furthermore, the wives who are more highly educated than their husbands are the only ones for whom there is no statistically signi¿ cant effect of motherhood.
CONCLUSIONS
Previous research has studied the migration decisions of households, and particularly the change in earnings and employment associated with a move. Much attention has focused on the comparison of effects for men and women, and the extent to which this comparison supports a human capital or gender roles model of location choices. Two key empirical challenges exist in this literature. The ¿ rst is to adequately control for differences between migrants and nonmigrants. The second is to adequately control for differences between husbands and wives in their human capital, earnings potential, and returns to migration. This article uses a substantially different approach to deal with these empirical hurdles: it considers the rate of migration associated with an individual's occupation, and how this mobility affects both the migration decisions of the household and the earnings of the spouse. As such, it does not estimate the effect of migration on earnings, as other studies have done, thus avoiding the concern that there are unobserved differences in earnings potential or earnings growth between migrants and nonmigrants. Because the earnings analysis compares individuals within narrowly de¿ ned occupation and education groups, it makes comparisons among individuals who should be quite similar in their earnings potential, therefore controlling for differences in occupation between husbands and wives.
If the analysis in this article does suf¿ ciently control for differences between husbands and wives in earnings potential, then the asymmetry of effects for men and women is dif-¿ cult to explain with a neoclassical human capital model of migration. This suggests that the careers of wives receive less weight than the careers of husbands in the location choices of couples. This interpretation, however, relies on the assumption that occupational choice is not endogenous to spouse's characteristics or labor market outcomes. As discussed earlier, however, the type of endogenous occupational choice required to produce the large negative effects on highly educated wives is dif¿ cult to support with the data. In particular, it requires substantial negative assortative matching, within occupation, which is not indicated by a comparison of the observed characteristics of husbands and wives. Notes: Th e sample is the same as described in Table 1 with the exclusion of couples who (1) have a member with nonpositive earnings in 1999, (2) did not live in the same PUMA in 1995, or (3) lived in an unidentifi ed MSA area in 1995 or 2000. Th e table reports results from same earnings model used in Table 6 , stratifying the sample by migration status. Numbers in parentheses are standard errors. *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
